Background: Expert consensus statements on management of implantable cardioverter defibrillators (ICDs) emphasize the importance of having discussions about deactivation before and after implantation. These statements were developed with limited patient input. The purpose of this study was to identify the factors associated with patients' experiences of end-of-life discussions, attitudes towards such discussions, and attitudes towards withdrawal of therapy (i.e., generator replacement and deactivation) at end-of-life, in a large national cohort of ICD-recipients. Methods: We enrolled 3067 ICD-patients, administrating the End-of-Life-ICD-Questionnaire. Results: Most (86%) had not discussed ICD-deactivation with their physician. Most (69%) thought discussions were best at end-of-life, but 40% stated that they never wanted the physician to initiate a discussion. Those unwilling to discuss deactivation were younger, had experienced battery replacement, had a longer time since implantation, and had better quality-of-life. Those with psychological morbidity were more likely to desire a discussion about deactivation. Many patients (39%) were unable to foresee what to decide about deactivation in an anticipated terminal condition. Women, those without depression, and those with worse ICD-related experiences were more indecisive about withdrawal of therapy. Irrespective of shock experiences, those who could take a stand regarding deactivation chose to keep shock therapies active in many cases (39%). Conclusions: Despite consensus statements recommending discussions about ICD-deactivation at the end-of-life, such discussion usually do not occur. There is substantial ambivalence and indecisiveness on the part of most ICD-patients in this nationwide survey about having these discussions and about expressing desires about deactivation in an anticipated end-of-life situation.
Introduction
Recent expert consensus statements from the Heart Rhythm Society [1] and the European Heart Rhythm Association [2] have emphasized the importance of discussing the issue of deactivation toward the endof-life with implantable cardioverter defibrillator (ICD) recipients, and initiating such discussions before ICD implantation. Communication about ICDs at the end-of-life presents many challenges, and it is unclear if clinicians and patients routinely discuss management of ICDs at the end-of-life and the alternative modes of dying [3, 4] . In several small scale studies, investigators have examined patient preferences for discussions regarding death and attitudes about deactivation of ICDs at the end-of-life [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] . The majority of patients want to be involved in a deactivation discussion [6, 11] , yet some are reluctant [7, 8, 14] and also uncomfortable discussing advanced directives with their families [13] . Some investigators have found that ICD recipients want to have an end-of-life discussion sooner rather than later in the illness trajectory [12] , preferably prior to implantation [11] . Others reported that patients prefer such discussion be held when it is suspected that their life expectancy is decreased [6, 7] . Patients have reported mixed preferences about keeping their device activated at the end-of-life. Some investigators have provided patients with hypothetical scenarios and found that the majority of patients prefer to keep the ICD active if they had a serious illness and were unlikely to survive [5, 7, 10] , even if it meant receiving multiple shocks at end-of-life [10] . Others have found that most ICD patients favor device deactivation at end-of-life [6, 9] . A recent systematic review by Russo (2011) concluded that more research regarding patient attitudes towards ICD deactivation is needed [15] . Thus, consensus is lacking about when ambulatory patients prefer to receive information and engage in discussions about ICD deactivation at the end-of-life.
The purpose of this nationwide cross-sectional study was to identify the factors associated with patients' experiences of end-of-life discussions, attitudes towards such end-of-life discussions, and attitudes towards withdrawal of therapy (i.e., generator replacement and deactivation) at end-of-life in a large national cohort of ICD recipients independently of psychological distress and quality-of-life. Specific aims were to 1) describe ICD patients' experiences of end-of-life discussions -and attitudes towards -such end-of-life discussions and ICD therapy at end-of-life; 2) determine the association of sociodemographic and clinical variables (i.e., gender, age, education, ICD indication, time since implantation, type of ICD, shock experience, and prior ICD battery replacement) controlling for anxiety symptoms, depressive symptoms and quality-of-life (QOL), with patient's experiences of end-of-life discussions; and 3) determine the association of these same variables with patient's attitudes towards end-of-life discussions and withdrawal of therapy at end-of-life.
Methods

Study Design, Sample and Data Collection
This was a cross-sectional, correlational study in which self-reported data was used. The study conforms to the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the Regional Ethics Committee for Human Research at the University of Linköping, Sweden. Patients were recruited from the Swedish ICD-and Pacemaker registry; a national quality database in which all recipients of cardiovascular implantable electronic devices in Sweden have been registered since the start in 1989. All adult patients eligible in the registry in 2011 (n = 5535) were sent an invitation to participate in the study during September to October 2012. After completing an informed consent explaining that the study was voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study at any time, the patients were mailed the questionnaire. One reminder was sent out 3-4 weeks following the first letter.
Measures and Instruments
Demographic and clinical variables
Socio-demographic variables collected included gender, age, marital status, and educational level. Information on clinical variables, including indication for ICD implantation, cardiac resynchronization therapy, battery replacement, and time since implantation were obtained from the Swedish ICD-and Pacemaker registry. Information on co-morbidities was self-reported. Satisfaction with the ICD, and experience of shocks was obtained through investigator-designed questions.
End-of-life concerns
Data on end-of-life perceptions and attitudes was collected using the "Experiences, Attitudes and Knowledge of End-of-Life Issues in Implantable Cardioverter Defibrillator Patients (EOL-ICD) Questionnaire". The instrument is a self-rated questionnaire containing three domains that measure experiences (10 items), attitudes (18 items) and knowledge (11 items) of end-of-life in ICD patients. The EOL-ICD Questionnaire was originally developed and tested for content and construct validity and for homogeneity and reliability in a Swedish setting. The validity, as well as the reliability, properties were considered sufficient [16] .
Respondents list their answer as "yes/no" or "no opinion", "agree/don't agree", "true/ false", or "don't know". The experiences domain includes items about patients' actual discussion experiences. Example items in the experiences domain are "I have discussed what a battery replacement involves with my ICD doctor or nurse", and "I have told my next of kin (either in writing or orally) my wishes regarding the defibrillator shocks in my ICD, if I become seriously ill with some fatal disease". The attitudes domain includes items about patients' attitudes towards potential future discussions and future events. Examples of items on the attitudes domain are "I do not wish to have a conversation about turning off defibrillating shocks with my doctor", "I want to have the battery in my ICD replaced even if I am seriously ill suffering from another disease", and "I want to have the defibrillating shocks in my ICD even if dying of cancer or another serious disease". The knowledge domain involves questions such as "Turning off the defibrillating shocks in an ICD is the same as active euthanasia", and "An ICD always gives defibrillating shocks in connection with end-of-life". In this paper we are reporting results from the experiences and attitudes domains only.
Psychological measures and quality-of-life
Given the possibility that psychological distress might influence patients' experiences and attitudes toward end-of-life concerns, questionnaires assessing QOL, anxiety symptoms, and depressive symptoms were also included in the survey. Quality-of-life was measured using the EuroQol-5D [17] , an instrument with well-established reliability and validity. Anxiety and depression symptoms were assessed using the 8-item Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS) [18] , which has been used extensively in the evaluation of anxiety and depression symptoms in both hospitalized and non-hospitalized patients.
Statistical analysis
Data were analyzed with SPSS software, version 21.0 (SPSS, Chicago, Illinois). Probability values of p b .05 were considered significant. Comparisons between study participants and non-participants on background characteristics were performed using the Chi-square test for nominal variables (e.g., gender, ICD indication) and two-tailed Student's t-test for independent samples for continuous variables (e.g., age, time since implantation). Simple frequencies and proportions were used to describe the patient sample, frequency and timing of occurrence of discussions about ICD deactivation, and attitudes about battery replacement and deactivation.
A series of logistic regression models was used to determine the association of sociodemographic and clinical variables (i.e., gender, age, education, ICD indication, time since implantation, type of ICD (CRT-D versus ICD), shock experience, and prior ICD battery replacement) controlling for anxiety symptoms, depressive symptoms and QOL, with patient's experiences of, and attitudes towards, end-of-life discussions and withdrawal of therapy at end-of-life. In these models we determined predictors of a "yes" or "no" answer to each question about experiences of end-of-life discussions, and attitudes towards end-of-life discussions and withdrawal of therapy at the end-of-life. Each of the predictor variables were forced into the model in order to provide simultaneous control for all variables.
Chi-square tests were used to determine bivariate association of socio-demographic, clinical, and psychological measures with (1) attitudes on elective generator replacement at end-of-service indicator; (2) attitudes on deactivation at end-of-life, and (3) attitudes about maintaining ICD therapy in the context of terminal illness. For the Chi-square tests, post-hoc examination of the standardized residuals that exceeded the critical value associated with p b .05 was used to determine which cell or cells contributed to the significant difference.
Multinomial logistic regression was used to determine predictors of the response to the item asking for patients' attitudes regarding the item, "I want to have the defibrillating shocks in my ICD even if dying of cancer or other serious disease". Because this item has three potential responses (i.e., yes, no, or can't take a stand), multinomial versus logistic regression was used.
Finally, given the finding that a large percentage of respondents were indecisive with regard to ability to make a decision about withdrawal of therapy and deactivation under specific circumstances, we conducted an additional analysis using linear regression to determine predictors of indecisiveness. The dependent variable was created by averaging scores of five items from the attitude domain. These items focused on ability to come to a decision about battery replacement under the circumstances of having not received shocks, being seriously ill and having reached an advanced age, plus two questions about choosing to keep the ICD active even if dying from cancer or other serious illness, or if receiving shocks daily. Predictors included in the regression analysis involved background characteristics, clinical characteristics, and psychological measures. Predictors were forced into the model to provide simultaneous control of all variables.
Results
Of the 5535 patients approached, 1502 did not respond, 700 patients declined to participate, 96 chose to withdraw from the study, and 170 did not return the questionnaire despite one reminder. A total of 3067 patients completed the survey (55% response rate). No statistically significant differences were found in background characteristics in terms of age, gender, time since implantation, or ICD indication between participants and non-participants.
Background Characteristics
Sample characteristics are presented in Table 1 . The mean age of the sample was 66 years with a range of ages enrolled from 19 to 94 years, and 80% were male. Time since implantation ranged from one to 23 years with a mean of 4.7 years, 23% had a CRT-D implanted and 25% had previously undergone an elective battery replacement. The majority (64%) had received their ICD as a secondary prevention treatment, while the remainder had received their ICD for primary prevention, usually in the context of heart failure.
The vast majority (96%) of patients rated their general experience as an ICD recipient as "very", or "rather good" compared to only 4% who rated it "rather" or "very bad". Sixteen percent of patients stated that they had religious faith or a religious outlook on life that helped them manage life as an ICD recipient. A total of 35% of patients had experienced one or more defibrillating shocks. In connection with the latest shock, the pain as well as the anxiety experience was considered mild (4.6 and 4.5, respectively), when rated on a visual analog scale (where 0 means no pain/anxiety and 10 the worst possible pain/anxiety imaginable). Of the sample, only 4% had, at some point, considered deactivation of their ICD.
Experiences and Attitudes toward Withdrawal-of-Therapy-Discussions
Only 43% of patients had at some time discussed what a forthcoming battery replacement would involve with their physician, and 32% had discussed the topic with a family member. Among the predictors entered into the model, QoL, age, time since implantation, and prior battery replacement independently predicted whether patients had had such a discussion (Table 2) . Patients with better QoL, those younger than 65, those who had the ICD implanted for a longer period of time, and those who had a prior battery replacement were more likely to have discussed battery replacement with their clinician. With regard to predictors of having such a discussion with their family members, again, patients with better QoL, those younger than 65, those with the ICD for a longer period of time, and those who had a prior battery replacement were more likely to have discussed battery replacement with their next-of-kin ( Table 2) .
The vast majority (86%) had not had a discussion with their clinician about what ICD deactivation and turning off defibrillating shocks would involve. Logistic regression demonstrated that anxious patients, younger patients, and those who had received ICD shocks and prior battery replacement were more likely to have had such a discussion (Table 2) . Just one-tenth of patients had discussed the implications of ICD deactivation with their family members. Independent predictors of this discussion with family members were presence of anxiety symptoms, having received prior defibrillating shocks or prior battery replacement (Table 2) . Only 7% had told their family members of their wishes for ICD deactivation if they become seriously ill with a fatal disease. Only female gender or prior battery replacement were independent predictors of having this discussion (Table 2) . A minority (37%) stated they had discussed with their physician their underlying illness and what to expect for the illness trajectory in the future. Variables that independently predicted engagement in such a discussion were male gender, age younger than 65, history of defibrillating shocks, higher levels of education, and having an ICD versus a CRT-D implanted (Table 2) . A similar minority (37%) had discussed their heart disease and its progression with their family members. Independent predictors of having such a discussion were age younger than 65, history of defibrillating shocks, higher levels of education, and having an ICD versus a CRT-D implanted (Table 2 ).
Timing of Discussions about ICD Deactivation
With regard to attitudes about discussion surrounding ICD deactivation in an anticipated end-of-life situation, 40% of patients stated that they never wanted the physician to initiate a discussion, while 84% stated they wanted to broach the question about deactivation when they felt it was needed. Most patients (69%) stated that they preferred discussing what is involved with ICD deactivation during the last days in life, yet 50% also said they would like the discussion to be held in connection with the ICD implantation. Overall, most people would prefer these discussions be held when their health deteriorates, rather than routinely (Table 3) .
We determined predictors of the attitude of never wanting the physician to discuss ICD deactivation. Based on logistic regression, the patients who did not want to discuss ICD deactivation were more likely to be younger and without symptoms of anxiety. In addition, these patients were more likely to have received prior ICD shocks (Table 4) .
Attitudes toward Withdrawal of Therapy at the Battery-End-of-Service
The majority of patients stated that even if no shock therapy had been delivered (79%) they would like to replace the ICD battery when it has reached the end-of-service indicator, while 16% could not take a stand on this item, and 5% would not want to replace the ICD battery in this circumstance. The prevalence of these attitudes by various sociodemographic, implantation, psychological and end-of-life discussion experiences are indicated in Table 5 . From bivariate analyses, there were no differences in the prevalence of these attitudes based on gender, whether the ICD was inserted for primary or secondary prevention, type of ICD (i.e., CRT-D or ICD), receipt of prior shocks, symptoms of anxiety, or prior discussions with the ICD team about deactivation. There were significant differences based on age, education, time since ICD implantation, prior battery replacement, having had discussions with the ICD team about battery replacement and about illness trajectory. Specifically, patients who were younger, those with lower levels of education, and those with depressive symptoms were more likely to state that they did not want the battery replaced even if no shocks had been delivered. Significantly more patients who had their ICD for 5 or fewer years were unable to take a stand than those who had their ICD for longer than 5 years. Patients who had a prior battery replacement were less likely to state they could not take a stand regarding battery replacement if no shocks had been delivered. Patients who had any prior discussion with the ICD team about battery replacement were less likely to be unable to take a stand as were those who had a prior discussion about illness trajectory.
The majority of patients also reported wanting to replace the battery even when they reached a very advanced age (63%), while 27% could not take a stand, and 10% did not want the battery replaced in this circumstance. The prevalence of these attitudes by various sociodemographic, implantation, psychological and end-of-life discussion experiences are indicated in Table 6 . Younger patients more commonly said they did not want the battery replaced even at an advanced age, and men more commonly said they did want it replaced than did women, although women more commonly than men were unable to take a stand. Those who had no prior discussion about battery replacement more commonly were unable to take a stand on this issue, while those who had a prior discussion more commonly said they wanted battery replacement even at an advanced age. There were no differences in attitudes based on education level, ICD indication, ICD type, time since implantation, prior shock experience, prior generator replacement, presence of symptoms of anxiety or depression, or prior discussions about illness trajectory or ICD deactivation. A majority of patients (55%) desired battery replacement even if seriously ill, while 34% were unable to take a stand on this issue, and 11% said no. The prevalence of these attitudes by various sociodemographic, implantation, psychological and end-of-life discussion experiences are indicated in Table 7 . Women either more commonly said they could not take a stand or said no to this issue, those with a CRT-D less commonly said no, and those who had discussed deactivation with their ICD team more commonly said no. There were no differences in attitudes based on age, education level, ICD indication, time since implantation, prior shock experience, prior generator replacement, presence of symptoms of anxiety or depression, or prior discussions about illness trajectory or battery replacement.
Attitudes toward ICD Deactivation at End-of-Life
More patients "could not take a stand (39%) about whether they would like to have the ICD deactivated if a terminal illness developed" than said "yes (22%), they would like it deactivated" or "no (39%), they do not want it deactivated even if a terminal illness like cancer developed". There were no differences in the prevalence of these attitudes based on age, education level, ICD indication, time since implantation, receipt of previous shocks, symptoms of anxiety, depressive symptoms, having had a prior discussion with the physician about battery replacement, or having had a prior discussion with the physician about illness trajectory (Table 8 ). There were differences based on gender, type of ICD, prior battery replacement, and prior discussions with the physician about deactivation. Specifically, women were less likely to say "yes, they would like to have the ICD deactivated if a terminal illness developed", as were those with prior battery replacement. Those with a CRT-D were more likely to say "yes", and those who had a prior discussion with their physician about deactivation were less likely to say they often "could not take a stand" (Table 8 ). Multinomial logistic regression revealed that only gender, having had a prior discussion about ICD deactivation with the physician, and CRT-D therapy predicted this attitude. Compared to patients who stated "no" to the item asking if they would like to have the ICD deactivated if a terminal illness developed, those who said "yes" were more likely to be men (Odds ratio 1.79, 95% confidence intervals (CI) 1.36-2.34, p b .001) and more likely to have a CRT-D versus ICD implanted (Odds ratio 1.35, 95% CI 1.06-1.73, p = .017). No other covariates entered into the model.
Predictors of indecisiveness
Given our unexpected findings of a large number of patients who were indecisive (i.e., unable to take a stand) about a number of endof-life issues related to their ICD, we conducted a secondary analysis to further explore this phenomenon. We used linear regression in order to determine predictors of indecisiveness from the following variables: gender; age; education level; type of ICD; ICD indication; time since implantation; history of myocardial infarction, heart failure or cancer; quality-of-life score; depressive symptoms; anxiety symptoms; prior discussions with the ICD team about battery replacement and ICD deactivation; general experiences with the ICD; prior ICD shocks; anxiety related to ICD shocks; and pain related to ICD shocks. The overall model was significant (p = .001), and of the variables entered, only gender (β.108, p = .001), depressive symptoms (β.122, p = .002), and experiences with the ICD (β. 077, p = .036) were significant predictors. Women, those without depressive symptoms, and those with worse ICD experiences were more indecisive.
Discussion
In our nationwide survey of more than 3000 patients with ICDs, we found that only a minority had discussed the implications of generator replacement at battery-end-of-service or had discussed potential ICD deactivation at the end-of-life. Moreover, many patients were unable to foresee what they might prefer to do with their ICD in an end-oflife situation. These findings suggest a number of possibilities with regard to the recommendations offered in current expert consensus statements about managing ICD patients [1, 2] , the effectiveness of such statements, and whether they are being followed.
As Kramer and colleagues [19] recently discussed; is it time for a new approach to ICD replacements? They point to the fact that the appropriateness of initial device placement has been closely scrutinized, but there has been little consideration as to what happens in the years after implantation when ICD battery drains sufficiently to require replacement. They suggest that the guidelines for initial ICD implantation [20] should be followed when making recommendations to patients regarding replacement, i.e., the patient should be expected to survive for at least one year with a reasonable quality-of-life. When we asked our participants, however, the majority stated that they would like to replace the battery, even if no shock therapy had been delivered, even if they had reached a very advanced age, or even if they were seriously ill with a terminal disease like cancer. This implies the importance of making battery replacement a more deliberative process where patient preferences, past experiences, and advance care planning should be explicitly included in decision making together with a comprehensive medical evaluation [19] .
We found a strikingly low rate of discussions about the possibility of deactivating the device near the end-of-life suggesting a lack of concordance with the current consensus statements. Before implanting an ICD, clinicians should explain that these devices may avert sudden cardiac death, but that later in life the benefits versus the negatives of the ICDs should be re-evaluated. For example, if the patient is stricken with a fatal illness, the physician should, in accordance with existing expert consensus statements [1, 2] , explain that death from an arrhythmia may be a better mode of dying than that the patient faces from their terminal condition. The statements also suggest that the physician should explain that repeated ICD shocks may be distressing to the patient and family as death nears. However -and in contrast to the advice given by experts in the consensus statements [1, 2] -as many as 40% of our participants stated that they never wanted the physician to initiate a discussion about deactivation in an anticipated end-of-life situation and those in favor of a discussion, preferred it to take place during the last days in life. Others have also reported that patients prefer to discuss deactivation only late in their illness trajectory [6, 7] . This highlights the importance that the opinion of patients should be considered at the time of initiating a discussion on terminal conditions or delivery these types of documents. When attempting to define sub-groups of patients who had participated in discussions about withdrawal of ICD therapy, we found that anxious patients, patients younger than 65 years, and those who had received ICD shocks and prior battery replacement were more likely to have had such a discussion. These findings could be explained by the fact that relative youth may be associated with a Legend: * Of the total, yes, n = 2381 (79.5%); no, n = 141 (4.7%); can't take a stand, n = 473 (15.4%); ** = overall chi-square significant at p b .05; *** = post-hoc examination of the standardized residuals was used to determine which cell or cells contributed to the significant difference and those cells marked with a *** exceeded the critical value associated with p b .05.
more proactive way of communicating with healthcare professionals and the experience of having an arrhythmia that results in ICD shocks leads to more consultations and thus more opportunities to have this conversation. Anxiety is a common factor in promoting discussions as anxious patients attempt to resolve their anxiety by gaining more information. We also found that the majority of the participants had not discussed their illness trajectory with their physician or a family member. While advanced directives are considered an essential part of care for the ICD population, this was not a reality in our study where only 7% had expressed their preferable wishes, verbally or in writing, to their family. This is in line with Conelius [13] who found that participants were uncomfortable discussing advanced directives with their families. It is reasonable to assume that these preferences emanate from a wish to postpone decisions and even forget about the real reason for having an ICD. This desire by patients to avoid such discussions is in conflict with existing consensus statements [1, 2] that recommend discussions of deactivation when the patient's clinical status worsens. Statements are based on the knowledge that ICD shocks are painful and psychologically stressful as well as futile in terminal illness. Expert recommendations, however, assume that patients are willing and prepared to have a discussion about their illness and end-of-life issues while in reality, most are not and most could not foresee if they would prefer to withdraw ICD therapy even if dying from a terminal illness. Our findings suggest that clinicians may need to concentrate on better preparing patients to have discussions about the end-of-life and this need should be acknowledged in future guidelines. It also may be that clinicians need further education about how to appropriately engage in end-oflife discussions with ICD patients [21] . These factors are important because ICD patients and their families cannot make appropriate decisions without a clear understanding of available options, which may lead to a prolonged and uncomfortable death [22] .
Although a large number of our patients could not take a stand about ICD deactivation if confronted with a terminal illness, of those who could take a stand in advance, the majority stated that they would prefer deactivation. Every fifth patient, however, believed that they would like the shock therapies to remain active. These results support findings from previous, small scale studies demonstrating that the majority of patients prefer to keep their ICD active [5, 7, 10] while some favor device deactivation at end-of-life [6, 9] . Together these data demonstrate that ICD recipients form a heterogeneous group.
What clinical conclusions can be drawn from these results? One of the most striking finding in our study is the unwillingness in certain groups to have a discussion about deactivation. This, however, cannot be taken as a pretext for failing to provide patients with their options in an end-of-life situation. Rather this finding highlights the importance of being aware of patients' ambivalence, understanding that preferences are unique among individuals, and that patients with different characteristics have different needs. Thus, the timing of every discussion with the patient must be decided on an individual basis. This is particularly important because illness trajectory and terminal deterioration of health often is unpredictable [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] . However, continuity of care for patients with an ICD in the end-of-life is complex [28] . One reason for this is the lack of collaboration among healthcare providers which may lead to fragmented care for the ICD patient [22] and this should also be acknowledged in future guidelines.
Because previous research [29] has suggested that patients may be too anxious when diagnosed and thus are not receptive to having Legend: * Of the total, yes, n = 1876 (62.6%); no, n = 305 (10.2%); can't take a stand, n = 815 (27.2%); ** = overall chi-square significant at p b .05; *** = post-hoc examination of the standardized residuals was used to determine which cell or cells contributed to the significant difference and those cells marked with a *** exceeded the critical value associated with p b .05.
such discussions at that stage, perhaps end-of-life issues should be discussed at follow-up visits but not pre-implantation as suggested in expert consensus statements [1, 2] . Further supporting this suggestion is the finding that many patients change their minds regarding deactivation over the course of their illness [29] . Half of our participants, however, favored receiving information about deactivation while in the hospital. Together this and related data suggest that frequent attempts at discussion starting from the first consultation prior to implantationas suggested in consensus statements -and continuing on through the post-implantation period and as patients' conditions change, seem reasonable and is also in line with Dunbar and colleagues' recommendations about educational and psychological interventions to improve ICD recipient outcomes [21] . When such discussions are done with sensitivity to patient preferences, they likely will not be viewed as offensive, but presumed to be in every patient's best interest. It is also possible that resistance to discussing deactivation partly can be explained by lack of actual knowledge and true understanding of the ICD and its functions. Many patients do not understand the specifics of their device with regard to their medical condition [13, 30, 31] . By openly discussing the illness trajectory and option of deactivating an ICD, after providing patients with sufficient knowledge to process these discussions, clinicians encourage shared decision making and provide patients control over their healthcare choices. A better understanding of patients' actual insights in their disease and the role of the ICD could be reached with the help of specific questionnaires in addition to discussions throughout the illness trajectory and make it possible to design an individual scheme for education and support. This way to optimize follow-up and patient support has to be further investigated, however.
Limitations
This study is limited by the fact that the most psychologically distressed patients and those with poor physical and mental functioning may not have agreed to participate. Although there were no differences in age, gender, time since implantation and indication for the ICD between those who participated in the study and those who did not, we were unable to collect further data from those who did not participate. Furthermore, persons responding may want to be perceived as "good patients" by not reporting problems, although our consent process insured that patients were informed that the questionnaires would be made anonymous before data entry. Only one data collection point was used, and longitudinal study of a cohort of patients would be helpful in understanding the process of adjustment, experiences, and attitudes and knowledge about the ICD over time. Further, more than 60% of patients had ICD implanted as secondary prevention. This is a relatively high rate for current practice which could be seen as a limitation. Lastly, this was an observational study and thus we can only report association rather than infer causation.
Conclusions
In this study, we examined experiences of discussion, and attitudes about end-of-life among patients with an ICD while controlling for levels of psychological distress and quality-of-life. The vast majority of the patients had not discussed deactivation with the ICD team and a large minority of younger and healthier patients did not want this discussion at all. Many patients, above all women, those with recent implant and those with good quality-of-life or those with worse ICD Table 7 Prevalence of attitudes regarding ICD battery replacement even if seriously ill with another disease, N = 3067 *. experiences were indecisive about deactivation or ICD replacement. Irrespective of shock experiences, those who could take a stand regarding deactivation chose to keep shock therapies active in many cases. The divergence in attitudes we found in our study reflect the heterogeneity and ambivalence of a large group of ICD recipients in a stable medical condition where psychological states, needs and experiences vary and the conclusion is that "one model" does not fit all. 
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